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A Descriptive Study cf the Special Education Teacher
Training Programs an the State Colleges and
University within the Commonwealth of Massachusetts,
Relative To Chapter 766 (May 1975)
Kathleen McArdle, B.S., Rhode Island College
M.A.
,
George Washington University
Directed by: Dr. Patrick J. Sullivan
As a result of the passage of Chapter 766, questions
arise concerning the extent to which the recommended educa-
tional practices are implemented. In this research, the
specific dimensions of this problem that have been identified
and evaluated concern: (1) The programmatic changes imple-
mented at the State Institutions of Higher Education; (2)
Development cf new training features in the program since
the Mandate was passed; and (3) Effect of select variables
on changing educational practices instigated by the passage
of Chapter 766.
To this end, a questionnaire was developed for the
purpose of collecting information on Special Education
teacher training programs at State Colleges within tne
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and distributed to the
eight
chairpersons of Special Education departments at these
Institutions. The Institutions included: Boston
State
College, Bridgewater, Fitchburg, University of
Massachusetts/
Mahers c, tiorth Adams, Westfield, and
Worcester -ta.t Col.— -,es
viii
The questionnaire data was analyzed and discussed
according to the following areas: (1) Demography
, (2)
Program Practice s - encompassing the past practices prior
to 1972, current 1974-1975 methods, and the resulting changes;
(3) Compliance of Chapter 76 6 Adherence focusing on. incen-
tives for acceptance, and limitations prohibiting acceptance;
and (4) Other Variables Affecting Acc eptance and Implementa -
tion of Chapter 76 6
.
The degree to which the State Institutions have accepted
and implemented educational change, varies. Seven of the
eight Institutions now incorporate noil-categorical or generic
training in their operational models . All Institutions in-
dicated a need to alter their training programs as a result
of Chapter 766.
An inhibiting factor t;o program development appears to
be the lack of defined certification requirements prior to
January 1975. Seven of the eight Institutions indicated
that this was a hinderance to further program implementation.
Despite this fact, two Institutions have incorporated only
non-categorical training models as their program offering.
Two demographic variables were considered where com-
parisons were made between Institutions with respect tc
program change generated since the passage of Chapter 766.
They were the size of the student population and the per-
centage of faculty holding terminal degrees. The Institu-
tions with less than half the faculty holding terminal
tx
degrees appear to have made greater changes in their pro-
grams .
The Institutions with smaller Special Education student
populations had more innovative programs. The larger
colleges appear to have had more difficulty changing the
direction of program offerings.
Change is occurring at the State Institutions of Higher
Education and greater change can be forecast for the future
,
considering the newly defined certification requirements.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Although equal educational opportunity has been
affirmed as the political, legal, and moral right:
of all individuals, our schools for the most part
are characterized by lack of equality of educa-
tions! opportunity. Too many children in our
society are deprived of their educational rights
because they are economically disadvantaged or
different from, the white middle-class population
for whom the standards of education were tradi-
tionally established. If wo are to attain our
objectives of equal educational opportunity ter
all children, the prejudices --- whether subtle
or overt — against poverty., minority groups,
and children who are different must be eliminated,
and the organization and conduct of schooling
must be changed. (Reynolds, 1971, p. xvi)
Much of the research conducted during the past ten
years has indicated that children who are economically dis-
advantaged and from minority status have been denied the
same educational opportunities as their counterparts.
Research results indicate how large numbers of these children
have been unjustly excluded from, regular classroom settings
as a result of identification processes that were more con-
cerned with applying labels than remediating children’s
specific learning and/or behavior problems. Furthermore,
these labeling and exclusion practices gave rise to drier
negative effects resulting in intrapersonal .difficulties
that further impair the educational and personal growth of
students. For example, as a by-product of the stigmatization
inherent in such placement, it has been shown the students
olaced in Special Education classes over an extended
period
2of time developed negative self-concepts, exhibited signi-
ficant decreases in achievement levels, and manifested
deviant behaviors not apparent prior to such placement
(Meyerowitz
,
1967). The aforementioned concerns plus a
host of other controversial issues related to the delivery
of equal educational opportunities for all children have
been instrumental in shaping in the current transition in
Special Education toward a modification of teaching and
placement practices.
As a result of court actions in the latter 1960‘s and
early 1970’s, educators witnessed an unparalleled movement
to restate, the legal educational rights of Children with
Special Needs. Plaintiffs in many of these court actions
used the Fourteenth Amendment to support charges that Children
with Special Needs had been denied their constitutional right
to equal educational opportunities (Pennsylvania Association
for Retarded Children v. Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 1971) .
Other plaintiffs noted that criterion measurements utilized
for Special Education placement of Economically Disadvantaged
and Minority students were likewise inadequate and tended
to perpetuate subtle forms ot institutional racism (Diana
v. State Board of Education, 1970). These individual court
cases and class action suits throughout the United States
established precedents . with implications far beyond their
immediate geographical jurisdictions. Consequently
legislatures ware compelled to design and implement
state
public
3laws that negated the debilitating effects of Special
Education placement on Children with Special Needs and
public laws that insured all students of their constitutional
right to equal educational opportunities. These laws have
resulted in the current national movement to alter and en-
hance the educational services rendered to students identi-
fied as having special needs by placing them in the least
restrictive learning environment, possible. For the most
part, the least restrictive learning environment is the
regular classroom atmosphere which minimizes any stigmatiz-
ing effects the children might feel as a result of their
learning and/or behavior difficulties.
Six states pioneered the concept of least restrictive
placement and included least restrictive clauses in their
legislation. Alabama [Sec. 8, Chapter 106, 1971], Arizona
[Sec. 5, Chapter 181, 1973], Colorado [Sec. 123-22-4,
Revised Statuted, 1972], Massachusetts [Sec. 502.1 Chapter
766, 1972], Tennessee [Chapter 839, Sec. 2B, Laws of 1972],
and Wisconsin [Sec. 115.337, Sec. 1 VJSA, 1973]* All contain
provisions mandating che permanent retention of Special
Needs Students in the regular classroom setting for the
vast majority of their learning activities. The language
used in Colorado's legislation readily serves as an example
of the types of statements made in other laws and the focus
on least restrictive placement . It states : ... Handi-
capped children should be educated in regular classrooms,
4in so far as practicable, and should be assigned to special
classrooms only when the nature of the child’s handicap
makes inclusion of the child in the regular classroom
impossible.”
Although the six states mentioned pioneered the. actual
inclusion of least restrictive clauses in their legislation,
the decisions rendered as a result of the individual court
actions (as stated earlier) prompted the current focus on
mainstreaming Children with Special Needs. This enables
Special Needs Students to be physically present and learning
in the same classroom environment along with ’’Non” Special
Needs Students.
From the research results and various legal mandates
presented in recent years, there is a pressing need for
special educators and regular educators to view Children with
Special Needs with a renewed perspective. This re-examina-
tion must concentrate on perceiving such children as individuals
rather than labels and must concentrate on developing those
strategies which will maintain these children in regular
classroom settings. Subsequently, a mass re-education oi
existing teachers and students contemplating entrance into
the field is necessary. Clearly, it is no longer desirable
or feasible to continue preparing teachers to instruct, selec
u
groups that might be labeled ’’mentally retarded,” ’’emotion-
ally disturbed, '* or any other such category that connotes
isolated services. Teachers already in the field will need
5comprehensive inservice training which must be executed on
a cross- categorical basis: enabling prospective and practic-
ing teachers to have a broader base of knowledge and repertoire
of skills applicable to both Special Needs and Non- Special
Needs Children.
The present study concerns itself with the implications
for developing revised teacher training methods to deal with
Special Needs Children as a result of the Massachusetts
Public Law, Chapter 766- -hereafter referred to as Chapter 766.
The legislature of Massachusetts passed the Bartley/Daley
Act (Chapter 766) in July of 1972, and mandated its ?lmple-
mervtation in September 1974.
Chapter 766 concerns many of the points referred to
earlier in this chapter, such as classification, labeling,
placement, and teacher education. Following are some of the
key issues as stated in the law.
... It is the purpose of this act to provide for a.
flexible and uniform system of special education program
opnortunities for ail children requiring special education;
to' provide a flexible and non- discriminatory system for
identifying and evaluating the individual needs of the child
and adequacy of the special education program before place-
ment and periodic evaluacion of the benev.it of the program
to the child and the nature of the child' speeds thereafter;
and to prevent denials cf equal educational opportunity on
the basis cf national origin, sex, economic status, ^ace,
religion and physical or mental hand-cap in the provision
of differential education services. T
--Chapter 766 - Section I
The law delineates the types of services to oe provided,
in order of their priority: (Chapter 7IB - Section 2)
61. Additional direct or indirect instruction, con-
sultation service, materials, equipment, or aid
provided to the regular classroom teacher s which
directly benefits children requiring special
education
2. Supplementary individual or small group instruction
or treatment in conjunction with a regular classroom
program
3. Integrated programs in which children are assigned
to special resource classrooms but attend regular
classes to the extent that they are able to func-
tion therein
4. Full-time special class placement or treatment in
' a public school building
5 • Teaching or treatment at home
6. Full-time teaching or treatment in a special day
school or other facility
7 • Teaching or treatment at a hosp ital
8. Teaching or treatment at a short or long term
residential, school
9. Occupational and pre-occupational training, in ccn-
‘t unction with the regular occupational training in
conjunction with full-time special class teaching
in a public school building, at heme, special
day
school or other day facility, hospital or short
or
long term residential school
710 • An^L combination or modi fication of programs (1)
through (9 ) or other programs, services, treatments
or experimental provisions which obtain the prior
approval of the (special education department)
And further, in direct reference to teacher training,
this law mandates t.he Division of Special Education to:
Cooperate with and assist public and private
colleges rind universities within the Commonwealth in develop-
ing courses and programs best designed to prepare graduates
to serve the educational requirements of children requiring
special education.
--Section I M (8)
Chapter 766 mandates more appropriate delivery systems
for Children with Special Needs. It is also apparent that
many changes in our present teacher preparation modus operand!
must be implemented in accordance with this law. It, in-
deed, we are moving towards a more generic approach in meet-
ing the needs of exceptional children, then our university
training programs must reflect this.
The present investigation focuses on the. extent to
which the training programs at the state colleges within the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts reflect, the spirit and mandate
cf Chapter 766. This mandate has a direct bearing upon the
future directions of special education programs at all
of
the institutes of higher education within the state.
It is Incumbent upon the state institutions of
higher
education to cooperate and facilitate compliance
wxth
Chapter 766. From an informal survey taken last
year to
8substantiate the present study, it was found that department
heads are changing the direction and focus of their special
education teacher training programs. There are a few
factors involved in this change which are important in under-
star; ding the dilemmas in which some programs find themselves.
One vital consideration is the lack of personnel at the
university level trained in a Non-categorical program.
Efforts in Non-categorical Teacher Training have been
JES.de by a small number of universities since 1966; therefore,
only a limited number of personnel have been trained in
this area. Although the number of institutions training
teachers in a Non-categorical area is increasing, the number
is still relatively small Another important factor is the
length of time the programs at the state institutions have
been training teachers in Special Education. Most of the
departments have been deeply entrenched in the categorical
areas and must now shift gears and change program direction
and focus. Questioning and changing the practices effectuated
over the years is of course a difficult task.
Sign iffcance of the Investigation
This investigation constitutes an attempt to investigate
the Impact of a legislative mandate - Chapter 766 - on
training teachers of Students with Special Meeds in state
supported teacher training institutions. Chapter 766 was
passed by the legislature of Massachusetts in July of 1972.
9A two year grace period was given for implementation in
order for school systems and university personnel to design
alternative delivery systems. This study examined what has
transpired at the state institutions, two years after the
passage or Chapter 766, and the extent to which the educa-
tional leaders accepted the responsibility of the mandate
for change.
Purpose of Study
The purpose of the study was to investigate the effect
of Chapter 766 on the Special Education teacher training
programs at the state colleges and universities within the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts.
Subsumed under this broad purpose was:
To comprehensively describe the present status
of teacher training programs relative to the
implicit changes needed in order to implement.
Chapter 766.
To this end the question is raised: Does the current
training of teachers for Children with Special Needs reflect
adherence and fulfillment of the Chapter 766 mandate?
Dimensions for Resolution
Chapter 766 provides nine directives for educating
Children w’ith Special Needs, emphasising the most productive
and least, restrictive alternative for each child. To assess
10
the capaoixiu/ of Special h oticat ion progcams acquainting
their future teachers wit'i a wide range of options. Con-
sideration of the following di.mens ions of hue initial
problem, seem relevant
:
1. What programmatic changes have been implemented at
the state institutions of higher education?
A. What existed prior to 1972?
B. What practices exist since the passage and
acceptance of the mandate?
C. What significant differences exist during
these time frames in the training procedures
for those preparing to teach Special Need
Students?
2.
- What new training features in the. program have been
developed as a result of the passage of Chapter 76G?
&. What have the colleges effectuated in their
training programs to adhere to the mandate?
B. What: incentives have been provided to help seek
addit ioual training
?
C. What limitations have prohibited adherence to
Chapter 76-?
3. Are any significant variables related to the ease
or difficulty with which colleges arc, implementing
new components of the program?
11
S cope and Limitations
This study investigated the effect Chapter 766 has had
upon the direction of special Education teacher training
programs. The data sources are the state colleges and uni-
versity, since these institutions have a. direct responsi-
bility1' to respond to the needs and mandates of the state.
Only the programs operating for the academic year 1974-1975
are considered in this study.
Private institutions within the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts are not included in this study due to the indirect
nature of the effect Chapter 766 has upon them. Since they
are not state supported institutions, they have only ar.
indirect responsibility to meet the needs of the state,
whereas, state institutions have a direct responsibility to
respond to the needs of the state.
Dcfinition of Terms
1. Children with Special Needs - globally describes those
children previously defined as handicapped by Bureau
of Education of the Handicapped standards, (i, e.
,
mentally
retarded, emotionally disturbed, learning disabled,
hearing impaired, speech impaired, visually impaired,
crippled and other health impaired)
.
2. Categorical - the training of teachers ns well as the
classifying of children in a specific area defined by
terminology based upon the psycho-medical model, v. i*a*»
12
mentally retarded, emotionally disturbed)
.
3. Mainstreaming - the creation of educational programs,
in the least restrictive manner, within the confines
of a regular classroom for children perceived to have
learning and/or behavior problems - accompanied by
supportive services.
4. Non - categorical - a philosophy which promotes keeping
children within the mainstream of school activity versus
isolation in a segregated self-contained special class.
5. Integration - the mainstreaming of Children with
Special Needs into a non-handicapped population.
6. Cross -categorical - a special education teacher train-
ing process with a broader base of knowledge and
repertoire of skills transferable to regular classroom
settings
.
7- Key personnel - the chairpersons of the departments of
special education at State Colleges and University.
Organi
z
ation of the Presentation
The second chanter examines the research in three
a^e^s.
It first presents an historical overview or general
rx
special education teacher training. Emanating from
the
historical overview, a natural progression follows
to the
reasons or impetus for change. With the foundation
being
set, the third area of the review discusses
the current
trends in special education teacher training
as ve^l
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alternative operational teacher training models.
The procedure used to collect information in the exist-
ing Special Education teacher training programs is the focus
of the third chapter. A detailed explanation of the ques-
tionnaire used for collecting and processing the data is
also included.
The content of the fourth chapter incorporates the
presentation of the data collected from the state colleges
and university which have Special Education teacher train-
ing programs. Discussion is centered around an analysis of
the data
ities and
The
as well as a comparative study presenting similar-
differences in the training programs under study,
fifth chapter presents the summary and conclusions
emanating from the da
research into the dir
ta . E.ecommendations for further
ection of training programs is also
included in this chapter
.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
14
An accurate assessment of the status of the training
of teachers fov the Special Education profession is pro-
vided by considering past and present practices in training
programs. Toward this end this literature review covers
the following areas:
1. The hi storical overview of general and special
education training programs
.
2 . The impetus for change .
3. Current trends and alternative me del s for special
education teacher training.
The Historical Overview
The formalized training of teachers began in the 1850’s
with the development of Normal Schools and Institutes to
supplement community requests for instructors trained to
educate their young people. The Landgrant College Act of
1862 (also known as the Morrill Act) established Institutions
for the training of persons in the practical arts area. Agri-
culture and Mechanical Colleges also grew in response to the
rising numbers of middle class citizens who desired such an
education. Teacher training programs proliferated along these
practical lines as well (Tyler, 19 #1).
Beginning in the. 1880's and continuing through the years
15
following World War I, summer courses and Institutes of an
inservice nature were organized as it became increasingly
necessary to educate teachers who had been limited to Normal
School experiences. These Institutes focused cn methodology,
techniques, and emerging innovative theories in education.
In 1935, teachers enrolled in The Ohio State University
Six Week Summer Institute participated in the first in-
service workshop held at the university level for teachers,
where additional instruction was given to help teacher to
develop the skills necessary to plan instructional resource
units and to implement new techniques and methods, in their
classrooms (Tyler, 1971).
The stage for innovation in teacher training was now set.
Practitioners were further encouraged to learn new techniques
in response to the current theories and practices were
advocated about educating children. Tie development of
Special Education training programs proved to be no excep-
tion. At the turn of the century, teachers of exceptional
children followed in the footsteps of their predecessors,
the regular elementary and secondary school teachers.
Special Education teachers, too, were enrolled in alleged
comprehensive training programs for their particular speciality.
However
,
the psycho-medical approach to the education of
special or handicapped children dominated the Special Educa-
tion teacher training programs. Practitioners were taught
to diagnose, label, and treat children who had academic or
16
behavioral problems.
A study of teacher training catalogues throughout the
Northeast and Mid-Atlantic state teacher colleges (Aiello,
1974) indicated that as recently as 1962 and continuing
through the l?70 r s, the organization of training programs in
opeci&j. Education replicated the courses of study required
for elementary education majors. Courses dealing with
materials and methods and the "teaching of ... " were
copied wholesale by Special Education teacher trainers.
Little difference existed between the skills needed for
elementary education and the talents required for special
education training. Course titles were applied with addi-
tional labels so that "The Teaching of Arithmetic" became
"The Teaching of Arithmetic to the Retarded Child." Special
Education teachers were trained to teach groups of children
who \7ere labeled as edueable mentally retarded, deaf, blind,
and later, emotionally disturbed and learning disabled in
the same way as education majors were instructed to teach
primary, intermediate, or secondary school students.
Yet, there were quiet rumblings of discontent. As
early as 1931, Margaret Compton, a teacher of the feeble-
minded in the Montgomery County Maryland School System,
wrote: "We must begin to see. our children as the distinctly
different individuals that normal pupils are. As teachers
ve must train ourselves in new methods to accomplish this
end [p. 9]."
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In 1932, Bennett questioned the bastions of Special
Education through her research findings. Comparing mentally
handicapped students with children of similar ability who
remained in regular classes, she found that after one year's
time, those "handicapped" children who remained in the
regular class scored significantly higher on measures of
academic achievement. Similar studies by Kirk (1964),
Pertsch (1936), Ross, Cohen, and DeYoung (1973), and Vaac
(1968, 1972) have yielded results coinciding with the early
Bennett studies. A child's placement in a Special Education
class did not assure academic improvement greater than that
of those children of similar abilities who were not. placed
in Special Education programs.
In addition, many research findings strongly suggested
that a child's developing a "positive sense of self" was
adversely affected by his/her placement in a Special Education
class (Binet & Simon, 1961; Combs &. Harper, 1962; Dunn,
1968; Jones, 1972; Meyerowitz, 1965; Reger, Schroeder, &
Uschold, 1968; Rosenthal & Jacobson, 1968).
In recent years, legislative bodies have acknowledged
the importance of these results. The combination or. damage
to self-concept and lowered levels of achievement of the
children segregated in special classes prompted state
legislatures to enact laws to prohibit the psychological and
academic impairment of their young citizens.
18
The Impetus for Change
By i960, experts believed that there were no defensible
advantages for the continued proliferation of Special Educa-
tion classes (Blatt, 1960). Special Education programs and
classes had finally won a place in the bureaucracy of the
educational establishment and continued to grow.
In 1969, a school system in North Sacramento, Cali-
fornia began to return educable mentally retarded students
to regular classrooms (Bradfield, Brown, Kaplan, Rickert, &
Stannard, 1973). Sacramento educators felt that success
for these students would be maximized through specific modifi-
cations in the regular classroom program. Yet, they also
felt that there was no advantage to returning Special Heeds
Children en masse without planning an organized effort to
provide inservice training to those same teachers who ini-
tially had rejected the students. Results from educational
efforts in Sacramento showed how modifying the regular class-
room procedures of individualized instruction ana specific
instructional objectives; Special Class Children benefit
as much or mere than those students who remained in self-
contained special classes.
Studies conducted over the last ten years support the
notion that the traditional self-contained Special Education
class should be disbanded in favor of educational
settings
in which children learn in integrated environmen >
alongside
19
their ''normal" peers.
«at risen and Hammill (1570) studied eleven year old
edueable mentally retardates in 100 different school settings.
Twenty- five percent of the children classified as handicapped
passed on either four or five criteria which indicated nor-
malcy on the part of their regular classroom counterparts.
A surprising 43% passed on either two or three criteria
while 31% passed on one or more. In addition, it was found
that classes for the educable mentally retarded were fre-
quently not remedial but were watered down versions of the
regular class program. The authors concluded that resource
rooms, learning center, and diagnostic work would enhance
the learning experiences and resultant achievement levels
of those children segregated in self-contained special educa-
tion. classes.
Nelson and Schmidt (1971) found that special educators
relying on. the past experiences of general educators had a
rich history of incorporating other disciplines, sets of
learning experiences, and various courses of study into
training programs, without planned and careful consideration.
Iano (1972) found that even within Special Education
classes there was little homogenity. Some "retarded
students displayed no learning disabilities while others
displayed problems nearly identical to those children who
attended regular classes. Little homogenity existed within
disability groups.
20
Ir th_s same vein Divoky (1974) in reviewing programs
for learning disabled children, uncovered a gross misuse
of identification procedures and testing battery results.
Meeting the children at their own ability level, regardless
of the placement, was the suggested course of action.
Educational researchers have concluded that continuing
special education classes warrants modifying the entry and
exit process must be modified so that special classes do not
imprison those students they serve. Along these lines,
Grosenick (1971) recommended that a crucial component on any
special class placement must be the planning for the child's
return to the regular class as soon as feasible, while
Gallagher (1972) supported a contractual agreement. These
contracts were to be signed by both parents and teachers,
included specified goals and time lines (not tc exceed two
years)
,
and contained a limited renewal clause so that
children were not confined indefinitely to existing self-
contained special programs.
Exits from a special class should be as systematic as
entry into one (Kolstoe, 1972) and if special education
programs are to exist in any capacity, teachers must
establish performance levels for each child, which are to
be met within a specified time limit, in addition, the
special class teacher should be held accountable for the
attainment of academic and behavioral goaj.3 for special
claw s chi 1 dren
.
21
The impetus for change within Special Education pro-
grams prompted special educators to postulate alternatives
to the traditional self-contained special class. Recom-
mendations included the specialist's participation as part
of an interdisciplinary team (Rusalem, 1959)
,
a learning
resource center to include a program of perspective teaching
techniques supportive services to the regular class teacher
(Valett, 1970), and an experimental resource room to service,
consistently, children with behavioral disturbances (Glavin,
Quay, Annesley, Werry, 1971). Budoff's (1972) recommendation
that special education programs can and should be provided
without the establishment of self-contained special classes
was supported by Reynolds and Balow (1972) suggesting that
special education teachers should come from the shadows and
provide resource services to the teachers within the school
building. Services that qualify as "special" should be
delivered in terms of a continuation of educational options
with the special educator adapting her/his role to that of
an internal consultant assisting tne regular classroom
teacher (Burello, Tracy, & Schultz, 1973). Knoblock (1973)
generalized that: "Any learning environment: is incomplete
unless the needs and the concerns of teachers as werl as
children are valued and responded to . . . [p- 346]."
Current Trends and AlternativeJfodelsJ^^pec^
Edueatron~Teaefie Training .
Since research indicates that traditional
self-contained
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special classes are not viable options for the delivery of
educational services to Exceptional Children, the implica-
tions for Special Education teacher training programs become
critically obvious. As stated earlier, research findings
suggest that: special classes should be disbanded in favor of
less segregated, non-categorical services. Special Education
teachers must be trained to provide special services in
settings other than the segregated special class.
Roos (1970) believed that special children should be
exposed to and immersed in situations as close to the condi-
tions and patterns of those found in mainstream society. He
also noted the few innovations in curriculum and methodology
at the training specialists for the education of Special
Children.
Prouty andPrillaman (1970) strongly advocated a restruc-
turing of Special Education teacher training curriculum
to include the training of a Diagnostic/Prescriptive Teacher
responsible for providing services to classroom teachers
using innovative methods and materials.
Hurley (1971) discussed the categorical/non- categorical
issue in Special Education, and its implication for teacher
training . He suggested that a non-categorical special program
could produce a major impact on program organization at all
levels of teacher education. Declassification, the aevent
of non-categorical programs, would, in Hurley’s words,
"force special education to focus or; the variety of ways
to
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teach the impaired [p. 42]." Hurley also supported the
following i;wo-pronged focus for training Special Educators:
(1) a combination of advances in inservice programs with
changes in preservi.ee training practices to insure account -
ability and (2) new models to enhance classroom and com-
munity experiences that will focus special programs within
and without the school.
Lilly (1971) recommended a new role for Special Educa-
tors. He saw the specialist as the educator who provided a
supportive service to and for regular classroom teachers. It
was crucial, Lilly continued, that specialists work to en-
hance the skills which regular class teachers already possess,
so that they would be equipped to handle the special situa-
tions that many special children present. The specialist
must be the supportive element in the success of special
children within regular classrooms and potential Special
Education teachers must be taught to provide the needed
support
.
Lilly's training based model provided for direct train-
ing to the classroom teacher as well as the specialist. The
specialist would aid the referred child's classroom teacher
in dealing with the classroom as it already existed; at
no time would the child be removed. Lilly advocated change
in special education so that services were no longer
child
centered but revolved around the child’s relationship
with
her/his classroom teacher. Lilly noted implications
for
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teacher training programs in that the traditional Special
Educator would be trained as an "instructional specialist."
The instructional specialist would be equipped by teacher
trainers . with a "bag of tricks" or a set of general skills
that were easily translatable into the regular classroom
setting. The Special Education Department in Lilly’s brave
new educational world offered training to all potential
teachers in any area of education, special, general, and
training as "instructional specialists" for the practitioner.
Christoplos and Vallstutti (1972) supported a non-
categorical field competency model for the preparation of
Special Education teachers. Specific competencies would
be identified and field experience, both real and simulated,
would be designed for teacher development of a new Special
Education role. This program would open the lines of
communication between colleges and school systems enabling
teachers trained as generic specialists providing support
to teachers for the maintenance of Special Class children
within regular classrooms.
A program designed to identify a student s early
commitment and dedication and dedication to Special Education
was designed by Raid, Reid, Whcrton , and Reichard (1972).
Here college freshmen were provided with seminars and actual
work experience in areas of Special Education. The authors
supported the notion that the early training or specialists
would facilitate their development along generic
lines.
25
Cartwright (1972) extended innovations in training to
include the regular as well as the special teacher. He
stated: "The new breed of special educators implies a new
breed of regular classroom teachers [p. 234]."
Special F, duearor s must involve themselves in the process
of regular education while devising effective «trategies to
facilitate change in the mainstream (Eager, 1972). Reger
continued support of the evolved resource teacher replacing
the traditional role of the special educator by stating:
"The (resource teacher) must become part of the teaching
staff. Previous teaching experience is very necessary since
the resource teachers must be more knowlodgable than the
average teacher about materials, child behavior, strategies,
techniques, and management [p. 358]."
Performance based teacher education programs were
advocated for use in colleges and universities for the train-
ing of Special Education personnel (Blackhurst, 1973;
Shuster, 1973). Although there was general philosophical
agreement among many special educators regarding the
necessity of competency based and non- categorical Special
Education programs, there was little consensus concerning
the. program’s development and implementation was limited.
Consequently, many states continued to ceitify npec.~ai.
Ed.icrt
tion teachers in traditional disability categories.
Blackhurst (1973) postulated an alternative to these
difficulties. He suggested that a specific list
or
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competencies necessary for generic specialists be identified
so that: training models would be organized around competencies,
rather than disability areas.
Nineteen seventy- two witnessed the small beginnings of
the philosophical acceptance of mainstream theory. Martin
(1974) warned that teacher trainers must be prepared for
negative reactions from the educational establishment if pro-
grams do not begin to change. The attitudes of students,
parents, and regular class teachers must positively be
accurately assessed coupled with effective and efficient
programs for the training of the ''mainstream” teacher, for a
reasonable implementation of the non-categorical philosophy
of Special Education.
Although legislation mandated the development of non-
categorical programs, portions of the educational establish-
ment such as state directors of Special Education hive
hampered the development of innovative teacher training pro-
grams through an archaic and rigid system cf certification,
course requirements, and training models (Garfunkel, 1974).
Schools of education must assume responsibility for the
development of support systems on the prescrvi.ce and inscrvi.ee
levels with students of both regular and Special Education
training programs afforted the opportunity to delve into
all aspects of the educational process. Garfunkel predicted
that Special Education training programs could initiate
these changes.
27
Lord (1974) advocated the adoption of new guidelines
from federal funding agencies to charge grant receipients
with the responsibility for the development of innovative
delivery systems in the area of Special Education training.
He also recommended inclusion of components in these train
-
ing programs which could instruct auxiliary personnel to
provide support services to children and teachers in the
regular classroom.
Reger (1974) viewed as crucial the implementation of
non- categorical special programs and the systematic restruc-
turing of teacher training programs. Reger pointed out the
lack of cooperation between delivery systems and university
training programs and indicated that communication was
usually • characterised by public relations exchange between
Special Education administrators and university personnel.
Input generally was not solicited from grass roots to ivory
tower. Reger attempted to prove his basic assumptions by-
surveying the effect of communication channels between
special education administrators and university personnel
in the state of New York. His findings indicated that no
meaningful cooperation had occurred to effect changes in
teacher training programs.
The 1960's and 1970's experienced a rush of opinions
concerning the training of the ''new" special educator.
Reynolds (1972) cited cooperation among Special Education
departments in the local school distracts, institution* of
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higher education, and state departments as the keys to
successful teacher training prop,rams and pointed to the Con-
sulting Teacher Model in Vermont as "the most remarkable
single instance of collaboration where consulting teachers are
trained by the University of Vermont and the public schools
of the State [p. 183]."
Prouty and Prillaman (1967) developed the Diagnostic/
Prescriptive Teacher (DPT) Program as an alternative to
categorical teacher training. It was one of the first gradr
uate level alternative training models developed in the
country. The Diagnostic/Prescriptive Teacher was a trained
school-based educator who served as a diagnostician- consultant
to regular class teachers. The DPT Model was designed to
bridge the gap between Special Education and Regular Educa-
tion for the purposes of insuring an optimal educational
experience for every child (Frouty & McGe.rry , 1973). This
model was implemented at the George Washington University ii-
Washington, D.C. and recently (1974) was incorporated into
the Special Education Program at the University of Massa-
chusetts .
One of the few non- categorical models at the under-
graduate level was developed by Jackson and McArdie (1973/
at the University of Massachusetts. The Classroom Based
Diagnostic /Resource Teacher Program (CBDRT) trains students
to complement the efforts of regular classroom
teachers m
maintaining special needs children within the confines
of
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the regular classroom setting. The CBDRT Program embraces
the theoretical foundations underlying the humanistic
approach toward educating those children who have been iden-
tified as having learning and/or behavioral problems.
The Consulting Teacher Program at the University of
Vermont is a training model for the instruction of special
educators in a generic support- to- classroom- teachers model
(McKenzie, Fgner, Knight, Perelman, Schneider & Garvin, 1970).
Graduate students supervise, practtciun experiences and train-
ing consists of individualized programmed units of instruc-
tion. Consulting teachers have no direct classroom responsi-
bilities; their primary responsibilities lie in tne provision
of support services tc the regular class teachers. In
addition, regular classroom teachers are provided with
n
.n-
service training by consulting teachers in the areas of
diagnosis and remediation of children with problems (Christie,
• 1972 )
.
Mitchell (1971) trained six community members as Specif. ic
Instruction Personnel (SIP) and although none had college
degrees, all received high ratings by regular classroom
teachers and students with whom the SIP’s had worked.
Mitcnell
suggested taking a closer look at the contributions
of non-
professional persons in the area of special education
c.nd
ultimately including para-professional training
-n one
restructuring of special education training
programs.
Shaw and Shaw (1972) advocated the
development oi class
room specialists" no help regular
classroom teachers develop
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the skills needed to work with all children in the regular
classroom.. The Zero Reject Model, as it was termed at the
University of Oregon, prepared specialists to design and
execute inservice learning experiences for teachers who
desired assistance with Special Children in their classrooms.
Here classroom strategies were employed and implemented
cooperatively between the specialist and classroom teacher.
The classroom specialist never worked directly with a child.
The University of Oregon Training Program provided potential
specialists with competency based instruction in the acquisi-
tion of ’’classroom specialist" skills.
The Experimental Education Unit (EEU) at the University
of Washington was developed as a training program to instruct
regular classroom teachers as special education resource
teachers who would then return to schools settings and func-
tion as resource teachers (Haring, 1971). The training
program, staff agreed on specific terminal objectives for
each trainee such as the application of reinforcement
principles co manage behavior, individualizing instruction,
and programming teaching experiences. A sixteen week super-
vised practiourn was included in the teacher training exper-
ience and exercises based on precision teaching principles
were included in the training sequence.
The Harrison School Center, a Public School-University
Cooperative Resource Program (Johnson & Grismer, 1973),
provided for the development of a cooperative
relationship
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between university teacher trainers and public school person-
nel. Resource teachers were trained within a competency
based program and were given skills in case management,
individualized instruction, and support to regular classroom
teachers as Special Class Children are mainstreamed into
regular class settings. A modular series of instructional
programs assisted the resource teacher in the developing cf
classroom units and activities that were used by regular
class teachers with special students placed in their classes.
Cooperative relationships between specialists and regular
class teachers were seen as the most necessary ingredient
to the development of successful resource teachers and
resource programs
.
The review of the literature and the supportive research
surrounding the current trends and alternative models for
Special Education teacher training indicate that both
regular and special educators at all levels can adapt their
present roles to accommodate the innovative alterantives
proposed within the Special Education community.
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CHAPTER III
DESIGN OF THE STUDY
The research data presented and analyzed in this study
V7as collected through the responses secured through a
questionnaire. Data collection involved four phases:
1. Initial contact with data sources.
2. Development and testing of the questionnaire.
3. Distribution of the questionnaire.
4. Tabulation and evaluation of the received data.
Since each phase affected the entire data collection compo-
nent of the. study, a clear knowledge of the background and
significance of each phase is necessary.
Das oripti on of Data Collection Components
A. Initial Contact:
Boston State College, Bridgewater, Fitchburg, Framing-
ham, University of Massachusetts/Amherst, North Adams,
Westfield, and Worcester State Colleges were the institutions
included in this study. To insure understanding and cooper-
ation from the respondents, each source received a
better
providing information about the purpose, design, and
scope
of the study. Eecause all of the empirical
information
necessary for the study was available only througn
tne&e
specific sources, the letter stressed the
importance of
returning the questionnaire with complete and
accurate
information. Completed questionnaires were
received from
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all data sources.
The following received letters:
1. Eight chairpersons of Special Education Departments
operating within the Massachusetts state college
system (see Appendix A)
.
2. The senior staff development co-ordinator of the
Springfield Regional Office of the Massachusetts
State Department of Education (see Appendices A
and B)
.
3. The senior staff development co-ordinator of the
Boston Regional Office of the Massachusetts State
Department of Education (see Appendices A and B) .
4. The Executive Office of the Massachusetts State
Dey->artment of Education located in Boston (see
Appendices A and B)
.
5. The chairperson of the Task Force of Special Educa-
tion Directors, a group which includes all special
education programs operating within institutions
of higher learning (see Appendices A and B)
.
It should be noted that one of the eight departmental
chairpersons does not operate an independent special
educa
tion department (North Adams). However, the
particular
program does produce special education teachers,
so it has
been included in the study.
As indicated by the list of data sources
contacted,
this study has a limited scope. Rather
than focusing on all
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operative programs in the field, the study dealt solely
with programs operating within the Massachusetts state
college system. The programs at the state college level
emerged as the most appropriate unit of analysis and study
since they have a direct responsibility to respond to the
needs of the state. State institutions fall directly under
the control of the State Department of Education and must
follow its guidelines and mandates. These institutions are
affected by the programmatic dictates of the state as well
as by the State Department of Education. When fiscal cut-
backs are made in the state college system, this can have a
direct bearing on which training programs survive and which
are reduced to an unrecognizable component.
The private institutions have the option of complying
with Chapter 766. These institutions are affected insofar
as they are involved in teacher certification. Many of
these colleges and universities are liberal arts institutions
and only offer a minimal number of courses leading to
teacher certification. Some changes will be implemented at
these institutions as well, hut on the whole, the impact
of Chapter 766 will have a greater affect upon the state
institutions. It may be safe to ausume, though, that the
private institutions are making some effort to comply
with
Chapter 766.
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Development and Field Testing of the Questionnaire
Several considerations played an important role in
shaping the format of the questionnaire. The nature of the
data collection process demanded that the collection instru-
ment have the following characteristics:
1. Clarity - as a relatively new direction in special
education, the jargon for the "mains trearning' 1
concept has not yet become standardized, thus an
effort V7as made to avoid confusing terminology.
2. Objectivity - a sizable portion of the data
requested is quantitative, and the questionnaire
was designed to prevent purely subjective responses
which might avoid the main thrust of a particular
question.
3. Brevity - realizing the demands placed on the data
sources, and the impersonal nature of the collection
process, an attempt was made to eliminate ambiguous
questions
.
4. Flexibility - the questionnaire does permit
an:
encourage verbal elaboration of certain answe
.
dealing with quantitative matters.
Before the questionnaire was sent to the data
sources,
it was submitted to three individuals
currently involved in
special education teacher training and
research. The Director
of the Special Education Program at the
University of Massa-
chusetts, the Staff Development
Coordinator at the. opringiitiu
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Regional Office of the Massachusetts State Department of
Education, and a research person at the University of
Massachusetts, independently reviewed draft copies of the
questionnaire and submitted criticisms and comments. Indi-
vidual meetings were held with each person, subsequent to
their reviewing the questionnaire. Discussions centered
around the clarity, content, and design of the questionnaire.
Each person’s cotaments were taken into consideration when
the revisions were made. This procedure was adhered to
after each revision of the questionnaire. A consensus was
reached before the final format was agreed upon. A copy of
the questionnaire, is included in Appendix C.
Quest ionnair e Content
The questionnaire was divided into tnree sections.
A
brief description of each section follows.
Part I - Demography
This section solicited empirical data on the
size of
the instructional staff, the distribution
of academic
degrees held by staff members; incentives
for instructional
personnel retraining; size of each department
in terms of
students and academic level (undergraduate,
inservice, and
graduate) ; structure of the special
education curriculum;
changes in budget allocations related
to Chapter 766;
relative amounts of budgetary support
from, state and federal
funding sources; and instructional
staffing patterns based
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on the sources of financial support.
Part II - Training
;
Program Information .
Information about the components of the various train-
ing programs as they existed before and after the passage of
Chapter 766 was solicited. Similar data was solicited about
training models. Since the majority of Special Education
apartments were or are divided into the traditional com-
ponents of mental retarded, emotionally disturbed, learning
disabilities
,
etc., an effort was made to determine whether
or not these components have been abolished in favor oi a
generic component. Likewise most of the institutions
training models prepare students to teach in self-contained
special classes. Chapter 766 mandated nine prototypes or
alternative designs for children with special needs. One
of the least desired prototypes is the self-contained
special
class. Consequently, the focus on the preparation of
students
to function in self-contained classrooms should be
greatly
diminished.
Part III - Inhibit ing Factor s In Program D
evelopment
.
This section, unlike the others, solicited
both objective
and subjective responses. Data sources were asked
to evaluate
institutional governance policies as they
affect the implemen
tation of training program modifications.
For example, some
institutions require that courses be
offered a specific
length of time, or in other instances
any programmatic changes
which are desired must be approved
via a complicated channel
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process. Information was solicited to determine if indeed
any of these conditions or similar deterring factors existed
at the state institutions.
Also, information was solicited about the possible
effects of the lack of defined new certification requirements
prior to January 1S75. Most programs are tailored to incor-
porate courses required for certification. The old require-
ments were null and void as of December 1974. Since the
task force for certification requirements had not delineated
the requirements until mid-year of the first year of full
implementation, this could represent a possible deterrent
for making definite programmatic changes.
The questionnaire requested subjective elaboration on
these points.
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CHAPTER IV
THE FINDINGS
The eight colleges responding to the questionnaire
provide Special Education training. The tables presented
in this chapter contain the questionnaire responses from
each of these institutions. Due to the nature of the data
as well as the small sample, no statistical methods or tests
were deemed necessary for the analysis of the questionnaire.
The data presented is divided into four sections:
(a) Demography; (b) Program Practice; (c) Chapter 766
Adherence; and (d) Other Variables Affecting Acceptance and
Implementation of the Mandate. The correlation between
specific questionnaire items and these four areas can be
seen in Appendix D.
The Demographi c Information includes a description
of
the faculty and student population, as well as
the financial
allotments. The information elicited concerning i
y°gi^am
Practices enumerates the training models and
components
used prior to July 1972, along with the
current 1374-137:.
nedel, and components being used, and the
resulting represen-
tation of change in program direction,
the Chapter
Adherence section relates the new
adaptations made tb_
institutions, the incentives for change,
and the factors
inhibiting change. The last section
presenting some select
Influencing Change focuses on dimensions
such as
the student population size and
the educational background
AO
level of the faculty.
I. Demography
Two salient features about the faculty background can
be noted from Table 1. Framingham, Westfield and Boston
State have the greatest number of faculty Involved in the
training of teachers for Children with Special Needs. Al-
though Boston State does not have a separate Special Educa-
tion Department, the psychology personnel have a major-
responsibility in Special Education teacher training. From
the tables it is interesting to note that at least 60 per-
cent of the faculty in five of the eight institutions have
terminal degrees.
Table 2 shows the student population majoring in Special
Education. Four of the eight schools appear to have the
majority of students at thd State institutions’ involved in
Special Education. One institution, Framingham, requires
all undergraduates trained in either early childhood educa-
tion or elementary education to have a background in Generic
Special Education. This appears unique to that ini.titui.i~n
.
As noted in Table 3, only two institutions have in-
creased budget allocations as a result of Chapter 766.
The three Institutions receiving federal grants to assist
then with compliance of Chapter 766 are Framingham, Univer-
sity of Massachusetts , and North Adams. All cf these
grants
ere for the fiscal year 1974-1975. From the table
it appears
FACULTY
INFORMATION
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Table 2
STUDENT POPULATION
Institution TJa ia Ga TOTAL
Boston State 200 200
Bridgewater 700 300 1000
Fitchburg 640 257 897
Framingham b 23 23
UMass
.
75 500° 25 600
North Adams d
Westfield 464 200 250 914
Worcester 250 300 300 850
TOTAL 2129 1000 1355 4484
throughout the tables the following abbreviations are used.
Undergraduates (U) students completing bachelor's degree
requirements ; inservice (I) students completing master s
degree part “time; and graduate (G) students who are full
time master’s degree candidates
.
bAIl undergraduate Elementary and Early Childhood majors to
take courses in Generic Special Education.
Participants are limited to six (6) hours of graduate credit.
^Students are mainly psychology majors.
COLLEGE
FINANCIAL
ALLOTMENTS
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that the University of Massachusetts is the singular institu-
tion dependent on federal funds for its operation. Two of
the three grants are for training and retraining personnel
in Special Education.
Table 4 indicates the number of faculty staffed through
select funds for the academic years 1972 through 1974. Both
Fitchburg and North Adams have maintained the majority of
their staff since Chapter 766 was mandated in 1972. It
appears that Framingham hired almost all of their current
faculty in 1973, which makes this a relatively new staff.
The University of Massachusetts has the largest number of
personnel ov\ soft money- -federal funds.
XI. Program Practice
This section details the teacher training practices
which occurred prior to the implementation of Chapter 766,
the training components and models being used for the current
1974-1975, year as well as any change in program direction
necessitated by Chapter 766 compliance.
The components delineated are areas of specialization
for teacher trainees in Special Education. They are
usually separate entities within a Special Education Depart-
ment. The training models are the type of job preparation
students in Special Education receive within each area
or.
specialization. UMass. is the only institution which
did
net have a specified training program in Special
Education
Table
4
TIMBER
OF
FACULTY
STAFFED
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FULLS
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at the time Chapter 766 was mandated.
A. Past Practices .
As one can view from Table 5, four major component
units emerged that students could opt for as specialization
areas prior to Chapter 766. These areas were emotional dis-
turbance, mental retardation, learning disabilities, and
early childhood special education. Only two of the eight
institutions offered a generic specialization.
Boston State College was the only institution trairJ.ng
special educators solely via the Special Class Teacher
odd, aa is evidenced in Table 6. Fitchburg, North Adams,
and Westfield offered students alternative models in addi-
tion to the. Special Class Teacher Model. Bridgewater appears
to have given students the widest range of options for
teacher preparation.
B . Curran t Practices
This section presents findings concerning the
practices
of each Special. Education Department for the current
academic
year, 1974-1975.
Table 7 indicates the areas of specialization
each
department offers as option to their student
trainees, from
the table, it. appears that Bridgewater
and Westfield offer
their students the greatest number of
options for speciali-
sation. The University of Massachusetts
is the. singular-
institution having a totally generic
program component.
PROGRAM
COMPONENTS
PRIOR
TO
JULY
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Framingham offers a generic component for their undergraduate
students only. These are the only two institutions incor-
porating generic as an area of specialization. Of the eight
institutions, UMass., Framingham, and Westfield appear to
have the greatest in-service thrust. Bridgewater reported
offering all of the delineated training models for the
training of their students, as can be noted in Table 8
Westfield trains their students in all but the Itinerant
Teacher model.
It is interesting to note the Boston State is the only
institution currently training students solely via the
Special Class Teacher Model. Bridgewater, North Adams, and
Westfield offer the Special Class Teacher Model along with
other options.
Framingham trains their students only through the Con-
sultant Teacher Model. The Resource Teacher Model coupled
with the. Diagnostic Teacher Model is offered by five of the
eight institutions.
C . in Progr am Directions
Tables 9 and 10 look at the changes each institution
has nr.de in terms of program components and training
models.
They compare past practices with current practices
in order
to determine what changes have occurred.
According to the data in Table 5, Boston State
College
changed their program by eliminating an in.ervice
component
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in Emotional Disturbance; otherwise there have been no
changes in areas of specialization. Bridgewater added an
inservice component in Early Childhood Education. The
change at Fitchburg occurred by eliminating Multiple Handi-
caps and Early Childhood Education as areas of specializa-
tion. Framingham dropped their graduate level program in
Learning Disabilities and their graduate and inservice level
programs in Generic Special Education. They added to their
program, of offerings an undergraduate component in Early
Childhood Special Education. The only institution which
recorded no change in program components was North Adams
.
Westfield supplemented their offerings by including com-
ponents in Multiple Handicaps for all levels and an Early
Childhood component for their graduate and inservice level
students. They eliminated the generic component as an area
of specialization.
Boston State indicated no change in training models as
shown in Table 10. The Consultant Teacher Component was
eliminated as an option for undergraduates at Bridgewater.
They expanded to include Non- categorical and Specia - Clas»
Teacher Components in their program offerings. Three
new
components were added to Fitchburg’s programs. They
include
the Consultant Teacher, Diagnostic Teacher, and
Non- categori-
cal Teacher Models. While adding those
components, they
dropped the Special Class Teacher Model.
Framingham elim-
inated all or their existing models and added
the Consultant
Table
10
CHANGE
IN
TRAINING
MODELS
re
CO
CO
cd
n
o cuX
I u
re re
•H <D
O H
0)
Ou
C/1
cd
u
•H
H u
o a)
bo^:
a o
V> cd
cd a>
0 H
1
C
o
S3
V»
P Vc
cd ei
U X
cU o
C cd
•w a)
4J H
a)
O Vi
Vl 0)PX
o o
co cd
<U (U
C3 H
cd Vi
•H 0)
’O X
<D O
0 Cd
cu cu
P3 H
O
•*-i
v» U
co a)
o x
cd cu
•rl H
a
•u
Cd Vi
v> 1)
r-! X
p a
co cd
C <u
O 1Ho
e> x x x x xx
w X
X X X XX XX
o X X X X X
M X X
X X X X XX
o XX
M
X X X
o X X X X X X X
H X XX
X X X X X X X XX
o X X X X
H X X
X X X X
o XX X X X X
M • X X X X
‘X XX X X
o X X X X X
M X
X X X
54
X
a
VI
cd
v»
c/i cu
w Vi
C O <D
o *vi a-'
u cu cvi
co pa
o
H
a)
vj
cd <u
£ Vl Vi
ci) o a)
bC'w V)
nj (1) 4-1
•r-l PQ <
M
pa
tchburg Before
After
9 1 M3
amingha
Before
After
lass
.
Before
After
nrth
Adi
Before
After estfiel
Before
After
•H H s 53
Vl
CU 0)
V> H Vl
C0O4)
d'w u
O Cl) *VI
Vi pa <
o
I
“Before
-
prior
to
July
1972;
After
-
1974-1975
practices.
^Not
ascertainable.
55
Teacher Model as the singular offering. North Adams indi-
cated change by adding i_he Diagnostic Teacher Model to their
other offerings. Westfield deleted no models but added
the Consultant Teacher, Diagnostic Teacher, Remedial Teacher
Models as well as including inservice monels in Non- cate-
gorical and Special Class Teacher.
III. Chapter 766 Adherence
The. data presented in this section delineates each
institution's attempt to adhere to the Chapter 766 mandate.
It is subdivided according to the new adaptations , incenti /es
for change, and inhibiting factors to change.
A . New Adaptations^
Table 11 presents the implementation necessary for
pro-
grammatic changes reflecting each institution’s compliance
with Chapter 766. The. University of Massachusetts
and
Worcester State were the only two institutions
which
developed totally new programs on all three
levels, under-
graduate, ins arvice, and graduate. Fitchburg
revised its
existing programs to be in compliance with
the mandate. The
remaining institutions varied the type of
change which wa*
made according to the level of
instruction.
B . Incentives
The incentives for personnel
retraining are recorded
in Table 12. Westfield State
was the only institution whxcu
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responded as having no established incentives for retrain-
ing. The data in Table 12 shows that the most common in-
centives are salary increments and sabbaticals.
An indication of activities used by personnel to supple-
ment their educational training can be found in Table 13.
Boston State and Bridgewater were the only two institutions
who responded that none of their faculty were involved in
additional coursework. The remaining institutions indicated
that the faculty were engaged in one or more of the follow-
ing options- additional coursework
,
inservice workshops,
professional workshops, and self-study.
Table 14
INSTITUTIONAL INHIBITIONS RESTRAINING PROGRAMMATIC CHANGES
No Inhibitions Lack of Funds to
Hire Additional Personnel
Boston State X
Bridgewater X
Fitchburg X
"\r
Framingham A
UMass
.
X
North Adams X
Westfield X
Worcester X
C. Inhibiting Factors
The data included in Table 14 show the institutional
inhibitions to
defined
change, as well as the effect of the lack o
certification requirements prior to January
f
1975.
newly
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Seven of the eight colleges indicated no institutional
inhibiting factors for making needed changes in program
directions. Framingham responded that the lack of funds to
hire additional personnel hampered their implementing
desired changes.
Table 15
EFFECT OF THE LACK OF CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS
No Little Moderate Much
Effect Effect Effect Effect
Boston State. X
Bridgewater
Fitchburg
X
X
Framingham
UMass
.
X
X
North Adams X
Westfield
Worcester
X
X
Total 1 3 3 1
According to the findings in Table 15 the lack of nev j.y
defined certification requirements appear to somewhat
impede change in seven of the eight institutions. Only
Bridgewater stated that it was net a factor. The majority
of respondents indicated that the lack of certification
requirements had little to moderate effect when planning
new programs. The comments from the respondents
were:
"Difficult, to plan without: approved requirements.
"Poor guidance from the State j.evel
.
"Program planning hampered a bit."
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The probers of the State Department of Education have
continuously attempted to allieviate any problems and
have kept staff informed.'*
IV. Other Variables Influencing Change
For the data comparisons presented in this section,
some of the colleges were classified in the same demographic
category for the analysis. The colleges were grouped in
two ways; first with respect to the proportion of faculty
with terminal degrees and secondly by the size of their Special
Education student population. Divided according to these
variables, the colleges were examined with respect to the
degree of change in their programs since the passage of
Chapter 766.
A. Faculty Degree S tatus
Table 16
CHANGE AS AFFECTED BY FACULTY WITH TERMINAL DEGREES
Totally New Revision of
New Program Component Existing Program
U I G U I G DIG
5L
50% or more
Pb.D./Ed.D’s
50% or less
b
Ph.D./Ed.D's
^Boston State,
Adams
.
^University of
Ill 3 3 1 12 1
l. L r'~ 0 10 10 0
Bridgewater
,
Fitchburg
,
Framingham, North
Massachusetts, Westfield, Worcester.
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The data presented in Table 16 compares change as a
result of institutions having the majority of their faculty
holding terminal decrees to those programmatic changes made
by institutions with less than fifty percent of their faculty
holding terminal degrees. At the institutions with a higher
percentage of terminal degrees, the major changes occurred
in the area of developing new components to their existing
programs. The institutions which have less than fifty per-
cent .of their faculty with terminal degrees made mest of the
changes in developing totally new programs.
B . Student-. Population in Special Education
Table 17
PROGRAMMATIC CHANGE BY SIZE OF STUDENT POPULATION
Totally New Revision of
New Program Component Existing Program
U I G U I G
Large Schools^ l
a2 2 111
Small Schools 2 1 2 2 3 C
U I G
2 11
0 10
aNumber of programs per unit.
h
T « Bridgewater, Fitchburg, Westfield,
Worcester.,
Small - Boston State, Framingham, UMass.,
North Adams.
Table 17 indicates a comparison or.
change which occurred
at the more highly populated
Institutions versus the changes
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which occurred at the smaller colleges. It appears that the
smaller colleges made most of their programmatic changes in
terms of totally new programs and adding new components to
their programs. The larger institutions responded more
variably to these changes.
Table 18 presents the changes in program components
made at institutions according to size of student popula-
tion. In the larger institutions changes were made in the
Early Childhood Component, adding inservice and graduate
levels of instruction. None of these institutions currently
have an existing generic program. The small institutions
appeared to have reduced the categorical components of
emotional disturbance, mental retardation, and learning
disabilities. They increased their Early Childhood and
Generic Components.
Table 19 indicates change in training models between
the large and small institutions. There was an increase in
the Consultant Teacher-graduate level, Diagnostic Teacher,
Remedial Teacher, Non-categorical , and Special Class Teacher
Training Models. The small schools increased their Con-
sultant: Teacher and Non-categorical Teacher Model.
These
institutions eliminated the Remedial Teacher Model
and the
Resource Teacher Model on the inservice and
graduate level.
The discussion in the second part of this
chapter
focuses on an analysis of these findings.
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Table 18
COMPARISON OF CHANGE IN PROGRAM COMPONENTS
BETWEEN LARGE AND SMALL INSTITUTIONS
a
... —
Before After
U I G U I G
Large
•
Emotional Disturbance 3 1 3 3 1 3
Mental Retardation 3 1 3 3 1 3
Learning Disabilities 3 1 3 3 1 3
Physical Handicaps 1 0 1 1 0 I
Multiple Handicaps 1 0 1 1 1 1
Early Childhood 3 0 2 3 2 3
Generic 1 1 0 0 0 0
Small
Emotional Disturbance
Mental Retardation
Learning Disabilities
Physical Handicaps
Multiple Handicaps
Early Childhood
Generic
Oil
0 0 1112GOO
0 0 0
0 0 0
1 1 1
0 0 1
0 0 1111
0 0 0
0 0 010 0
2 11
8According to Special Education population s'ize.^ Large
schools -- Bridgewater, Fitchburg, Westfield, Worcester;
small schools -- Boston State, Framingham, UMass., north
Adams
.
bNumber of programs per unit.
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Table 19
COMPARISON OF CHANGE IN TRAINING MODELS
BETWEEN LARGE AND SMALL INSTITUTIONS3
Before After
U I G U I G
Large
Consultant Teacher i
b
0 1 1 1 3
Diagnostic Teacher 1 0 1 2 1 3
Remedial Teacher 1 0 1 2 1 3
Re source Teacher 2 1 3 2 1 3
Itinerant Teacher 1 0 1 1 0 1
Non-categorical 1 0 1 3 I 3
Special Class 2 0 2 2 1 3
Small
Consultant
Diagnostic
Remedial
Resource
Itinerant
Non-categorical
Special Class
0 0 0111111
2 11
0 0 0
0 0 010 1
0 0 1111
0 0 0
2 0 0
0 0 011110 1
aAccordinp. to Special Ecucaticn population size.
barge
schools -- Bridgewater, Fitchburg, Westfield,
Worcester
,
stall' schools -- Boston State, Framingham,
UMass., Noit.h
Adam3
.
dumber of programs per unit.
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Analysis of the F indings
The degree to which all eight colleges were homogeneous
in their faculty and student backgrounds was examined by
comparing the institutions on select demographic variables.
Significant differences existed in the following two areas:
size of student population and the number of faculty holding
terminal degrees. The effect of these two variables on
the change process instigated by the passage of Chapter 766
are analyzed la.tar in this chapter.
What programmatic chances have been implemented at the State
Institution s of Higher Education ?
The essence underlying this initial dimension of in-
quiry concerns examining Cnange Implementation . Institutions
tended to expand their program offerings in Special Educa-
tion rather than delete some existing training models.
Bridgewater is a prime example. This institution now offers
areas of concentration in all of the enumerated training
models. This college employs the least amount of Special
Education faculty, yet has the largest student population.
This suggests that the student population at Bridgewater
nay not necessarily be trained in the specific models
enumer-
ated. but receive a potpourri of Special Education
training.
Perhaps it is difficult for an institution with
such a small
faculty/student ratio (1/160) to comprehensively
train
students in each training mo cel*
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It is interesting to note that Westfield reported
offering a generic component prior to July 1972 but lacked
that component for the current year, 1974-1975. Although
this was the only component Westfield eliminated, it seems
to indicate an antithesis to the State directional trend;
since the State, is certifying Generic Special Needs Teachers.
There is a definite increase in the Consultant Teacher,
Diagnostic Teacher, and Non-c.ategorical Teacher Training
Models. This indicates a trend toward less categorical
delivery systems, since these models deal with all children
who are perceived to have learning and/or behavior problems.
Chapter 766 mandates ten options for educating Children
with Special Needs with the first three options dictating
regular class placement with supportive services. These
training models focus on the maintenance of children in the
regular class with additional services.
Boston State appears to be the singular institution
maintaining the Special Class Teacher Model as the onl>
option for students. The degree of change within the
program structure is nor evidenced from the data collected.
There appears to he an increase in programs training
students
positive
in Early Childhood Special Education. This is a
direction, since Chapter 766 mandated the education
of Special Needs Children beginning at age j>.
Previously
,
very few professionals were trained in Early
Chilciiood
Special Education.
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What new training features in the programs have been developed
as a result of the passage of Chapter 766 ?
The main thrust of this second dimension is examining
the adherence to Chapter 766 . Two institutions developed
totally new programs as a result of Chapter 766. In these
two institutions the majority of faculty members lacked
terminal degrees. These same institutions reported that
personnel were currently involved in coursework. It seems
reasonable to assume that coursework involvement keeps
members more attuned to the current trends in Special Educa-
tion subsequently greater innovations will occur.
The tendency toward less categorical systems for
delivery of services, that is, using Generic and Non-cate-
gorical as current components and training models is
evidenced at two institutions. This coincides with the
strong guidelines of Chapter 766 stating that a majority of
persons must be trained in a generic, approach to Special
Needs Children.
Five of the eight institutions indicated that personnel
are currently involved in coursework. This suggests that
many of the institutions are open to greater innovative
strides with fresh program ideas for delivery systems being
implemented, ideally culminating in a totally generic train-
ing program for all institutions
.
The institutional incentives generally used for personnel
retraining were salary increments and sabbaticals.
Sabbaticals
,
69
3.S an option, appears to be a delayed incentive, since lengch
of service is related to leave time. Salary increments are
an additional motivation for personnel to obtain a terminal
degree. This implies that personnel involved in coursework
would collect immediate rewards for efforts to further ex-
pand their educational background. This is one of the few
institutional guarantees of support for faculty members.
This coupled with personal motivation can be an effective
means to inspire personnel to acquire terminal degrees.
Boston State College was the only institution indicating
that the lack of certification requirements did indeed
hamper programmatic changes. This college seems to have
made the least amount of change when comparing past practices
to current practices. No change is evident. This is one of
two institutions who have no faculty involved in coursework,
which makes one question the degree of educational achieve-
ment and innovation within tine department.
There are alternative ways of acquiring information
about new programs and directions in Special Education, ror
example, communication should exist among the faculty in
various state institutions where the methods and techniques
currently utilised are. discussed. This is a specific in-
stance where professional colleagues could interact and
support their mutual attempts to discover and implement
new
educational directions.
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—
sny significant variables related to the ease or dif-
th vh i ch colleges are implementing nev* components
of the program ?
The last dimension examines Select Demographic Variables
Effecting New Program Impl ementation
. The two major vari-
ables seemingly affecting change and educational innovation,
as a result of the passage of Chapter 766, are the number of
faculty holding terminal degrees and the size, of the student
population.. The relationship between the changes in program
direction and the majority of faculty holding terminal degrees
is not clear cut. Quite a few of the institutions with
faculties holding less than 50% terminal degrees appear to
have ma.de more changes m programs. As previously stated,
in institutions where less than half the faculty hold ter-
minal degrees, personnel have been involved in coursework
which would keep them abreast of new developments in Special
Education. Speculatively, some of these people are less
entrenched in traditional systems and have not vested as
much of their energies in the "older" methods of Special
Education . Attendance at classes allows ror further exchange
of ideas with other professionals in the field, outside c-f
their institution. Also, these faculty members may be more
willing to experiment with new and innovative approaches tc
education.
There appears to be an inverse relationship between
the size of the student, population and the number
of changes
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instituted at a particular college. The smaller institutions
seem to have made the greatest strides towards compliance
with Chapter 766. They generally offer fewer areas of
specialization enabling faculty to focus energies on develop-
ing new programs and refining existing ones. The smaller
schools offer less traditional training models to students.
Change appears to be easier when fewer students are involved,
since the communication between faculty and students can be
more frequent and direct. A smaller population may permit
students more input into program direction which may in turn
help the faculty keep in touch with the realities in the
school systems.
The passage of Chapter 766 has resulted in changes
being undertaken at the college level. Consequently., the
state of the art in Special Education in Massachusetts seems
optomistic since all colleges have indicated that some change
is occurring, despite institutional variations in the degree.
Hopefully in subsequent years, even greater changes in
Special Education teacher training will be further implemented.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
As a result of the passage of Chapter 766, questions
arise concerning the extent to which the recommended educa-
tional practices are implemented. In this research, the
specific dimensions of this problem that have been identified
and evaluated concern: (1) the programmatic changes imple-
mented at the State Institutions of Higher Education;
(2) Development of new training features in the program
since the mandate was passed; and (3) Effect of select
variables on the changing educational practices instigated
by the passage of Chapter 766.
Tc this end, a questionnaire was developed for the
purpose of collecting information on Special Education
teacher training programs at State Colleges within the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and distributed to tne eight
chairpersons of Special Education Departments at these
Institutions. The Institutions included: Boston State,
Bridgewater, Fitchburg, Framingham, University of Massa-
chusetts /Amherst, North Adams, Westfield, and
Worcester
State Colleges
.
The questionnaire data was analyzed and
discussed
according to the following areas: (D Bemograjphz.*
Pi .I^actices - encompassing the
past practices prior
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to 1972, the current 1974-1975 methods, and the resulting
changes; (3) Compliance of Chapter 766 Adherence focusing
on incentive for acceptance and limitations prohibiting
acceptance; and (4) Other Variables Affecting Accep tance
and Implementation of Chapter 766 .
The results of the data analysis shoving program change
and implementation among the majority of colleges surveyed,
will be presented more extensively in th r conclusions.
Limi
t
at ions of the Data
Correct interpretations of the data and subsequent
implications for educational training programs may be
limited by several factors. Purposely, there were no
definitions included in the questionnaire, particularly
with respect: to training models. Many of the models
enumerated are new training models in Special Education.
Although there is general consensus in the definitions of
the components , such as Emotional Disturbance and Men La.1
Retardation, no consensus exists on how to operationally
define a Diagnostic Teacher and Resource Teacher , ior
example. It was assumed and anticipated that, all held
similar definition of terms. However, it is possible
that
the respondents differed from the research
investigator in
their definition of terms.
The analysis of institutional change is limited
to
the data collected. It is possible that
additional items
which could have elicited more information may have been
omitted.
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Conclusions
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has set the direction
for Special Education training and practices by the passage
of Chapter 766. The degree to which the State Institutions
have accepted and implemented these educational changes
varies. Selven of the eight institutions now incorporate
non-categorical or generic training in their operational
models. Tills is, indeed, a positive step forward. The
tendency, though, was for institutions to add programs
minimizing the categorical thrust (generic) to the already
existing program offerings, Mental Retardation, for example.
All institutions indicated a need to alter their train-
ing programs. Two institutions developed totally new programs
at all three instructional levels --undergraduate, inservice,
and graduate- -and one college revised its existing programs
at these same levels. The remaining institutions varied
che revisions for each instructional level. Therefore, as
confirmed by the data., changes in the educational practices
have been implemented, tc various degrees.
With former practices strongly questioned by many
specie,
educators and new program delivery systems designed,
\he
salient question that emerges is: Are professionals
at the
college and university level presently undergoing
retraining
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to familiarize themselves with current developments? The
major response to this query was affirmative. Five of the
eight institutions have personnel currently enrolled in
additional coursework. This indicates a willingness to
seek further information about the present state of the art
in Special Education. Institutional support for retraining
generally comes via salary increments --which is an additional
incentive for faculty members to persue terminal degrees and
become acquainted with new methods.
The inhibiting factors to program development appeared
to be the lack of newly defined certification requirements.
Seven institutions indicated that this was a hinderance to
further program implementation. Despite this fact, two
institutions have incorporated only non- categorical training
models in their program offerings. Since Chapter 766 re-
defines children needing special services without a specific
categorical connotation, these same two institutions have
apparently made greater educational innovations , with or
without certification requirements being delineated.
Two demographic variables were considered when compari-
sons were made between institutions with respect to program
change generated since the passage of Chapter 766. They
were the size of the student population and the percentage
of faculty holding terminal degrees. The institutions
with
less than half the faculty holding terminal degrees
indicated
the greatest amount of change in program
direction. It
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appears that these faculties are more involved in outside
activities including coursework ard are wore attuned to
the nevz developments in the field. Possibly they are less
entrenched in Special Education traditions and therefore
are more willing tc experiment with educational innovations.
Institutions with smaller Special Education student
populations had more innovative programs. Change tended
towards offering less categorical components and training
models. The larger colleges appear to have more difficulty
changing the direction of program offerings. With a smaller
number of students
,
it appears change can be more readily
effected possibly resulting from the closer communication
between faculty and students. The bureaucratic procedures
within institutions can facilitate or hinder the rate of
change. At smaller institutions, less bureaucracy seems to
exist and does not appear to be detrimental to educational
planning arid advancement
.
To reiterate the central finding of this research,
changes are occurring at the State Institutions of Higher
Education, indicating compliance with the mandate of Chapter
766. Hopefully, additional change can be forecast for the
future considering the newly defined certification reejui de-
merits .
Re cemmendat ions
There are several ways in which this research can be
77
developed further. One suggestion would he expanding this
study to include the private colleges and universities
training. Special Educators, within the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts
,
In addition, extending this study over a two to three
year time period would be valuable in further determining
the effect Chapter 7 66 has had on Special Education teacher
training.
An interesting extension to the data already collected
would be to survey the graduates of past programs at
a
given institution in addition to the recent graduates
to
compare an individual's perception of changing
roles and
definitions of the Special Education practitioner.
Conducting an in-depth study including on-site
visits,
interviews with professional staff, and
interviews with
students would elicit more comprehensive
information on
the changes occurring as a result of
Chapter 766.
The effect of Chapter ?66 is felt
not only on special
educators but "regular" educators as
well. All teachers
must broaden their range of skills
suggesting the special
educators cross the mythical barriers
between "Regular"
and Special Education. To this
end, a study investigating
changing practices in our training of elementary and
secondary teachers would be an immensely valuable asset.
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APPENDIX A
Letter Accompanying Questionnaire Sent to Chairpersons
and State Department Representatives
February S, 1975
here are & number of programs within the. Commonwealth which
have as their purpose the training of teachers for special
needs children. There seem to be differences in programs
designed to train such teachers „ as well as the roles in
which they function in schools.
I am making an effort to determine what effect the passage of
Chapter 766 has had upon the teacher training programs at the
State Colleges and Universities. Chapter 766
native types of teacher training and requests
t ions to cooperate with the State Department,
survey can helo us. as teacher trainers, open .
municate as well as be useful tools for presenting our needs
rotate Department. It is net intended to be judgmental
but simply a survey of what is transpiring at the btatc
teacher training institutions.
mandates alter-
those institu-
The enclosed
lines to com-
I am including a copy of the brie
would appreciate your completing
1975. You may indicate the name
front of this survey.
f questionnaire which I
ar.d returning by February 10,
of your institution on the
I-p you are interested in the results ci this
inform me and I will be happy to send you a
results are tabulated.
survey, please
copy when the
Thank you for
Sincerely,
+
'he courtesy of an immediate reply.
Kathleen McArdle, Staff Assistant
Special Education Program
mmb
Enclosure
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APPENDIX B
Letter Accompanying Questionnaire Sent to
State Department P^epresentatIves
February 6 , 1975
Enclosed you will find a copy of the packet districuted^ .o
Chairpersons of Special Education Departments at tee
State Colleges and Universities. The purpose of this survey
is to determine the needs of the teacher training institu-
tion and the effect Chapter 766 has had upon their teacner
training programs.
I thought you might be interested in the type oi information
I am seeking to collect.
If vou have any questions about the survey, or would like
a
“Lft-c please don't hesitate to get m touchcopy of the results , r - .. 1 ,
with me. This information can be useful to all
may call me at 545-3508.
f us . You
Thank you for your cooperation.
Sincerely
,
Kathleen HcArdle, Staff Assistant
Special Education Program
nmb
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APPENDIX C
Survey of Special Education Training Programs
at the State Colleges in the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts relative to Chapter 766.
The purpose of this questionnaire is to survey the present state of
the art in special education training programs; and to ascertain
some of the needs and problems of training programs as related
to the implementation of Chapter 766. It is not judgmental
in any way.
Upon completion of the following questions please feel free to
acid any additional informa tion and comments you deem useful
to this survey.
Thank you for your time and cooperation.
Part I: Pe mo graphic. Information
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1.
Please indicate the size of your present instructional staff.
a. Full-time
b. Part-time
2.
Please indicate (by highest degree obtained) the educational
background of your present staff. (Indicate by numbers)
a. M
b. MA or M. Ed.
c. GAGS or 6t.h year
d. Ph.D. or Ed .D
3.
Does your institution have established incentives for instructional
persoimel retraining?
a. yes
b . no
3a. If yes,
_a.
__b.
_
c.
d.
what are they?
Salary increments
Sabbaticals
Reduced course load
Other (Specify)
4.
As a result of Chapter 766 and mainstreaming, are any personnel
presently supplementing their training backgroviud.
a. yes
b. no
c. unsure
If v: please indicate numbers of persons for
each category.
a.
b.
c.
d .
Additional course work
Additional ccursevork towards a terminal degree
Inservice workshops
Professional workshops offered outside the
college
Self-study
Other (Specify).,
e
.
f.
Please indicate the present student population of your
Special Education department.
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a. Undergraduate
b. Inservice
c. Graduate
Are all required special education courses offered within the
Special Education department?
a. yes
b . no
If any required courses are offered in conjunction with other
departments, please specify:
Course Title Dept . Respon sible _ Level
UG IN GR
Did your budget allocation increase as a result of / 6 6 for
fiscal year 1975?
a. yes
b . no
What percent of your budget is:
_a. Hard money
b. Soft money
If you have received additional funds for program
development,
as a result of Chapter 766, please indicate:
a. Funding source —
b. Proposal title
c. Effective dates
9511. Please Indicate instructional staffing patterns for:
(indicate number of persons)
Hard Money Soft Money
a. 1972-1973 ' ’
b. 1973-1974
c. 1974-1975
Part II: Training Program Information; Prior to July 1972,
and the Current Academic Year (1974-75)
Directions: For the purposes of this questionnaire, undergraduate,
(UG) are those students completing bachelor's degree requirements;
Inservi.ce (T.N) students are those working on a master's degree
part-time; and graduate students (GR) are full-time master s degree
candidates
.
1. Have you found it necessary to develop any new special education
teacher training components as a result of Chapter 76o :
a
.
Undergraduate (UG) yes no
b. In service (IN) yes no
c
.
Graduate (GR) yes no
la . If yes, did you develop:
(UG IN GR
a. A totally new program
b. A new component of the program
c. A revision of the existing program
2. ’What components of the training program(s) existed
prior to
the passage of Chapter 766, July 1972?
^ ^
a. Emotionally disturbance
b. Mental retardation
c. Learning disabilities
d. Physical handicaps
e. Visual impairments
f. Multiple handicaps
g. Early childhood (Sp . Ed.) —
h. Generic
i. Other (specify)
GR
963.
Which training mode Is were utilized prior to the passage of
Chapter 766, July 1972?
UG IN GR
a. Consultant teacher
b. Diagnostic teacher
c. Remedial teacher
d. Resource teacher
e. Itinerant teacher
f. Non-categorical teacher
g. Special class teacher
h. Other (specify )__
4.
What components of the training program(s) exist now?
UG IN
a. Emotional disturbance
b. Mental retardation
c. Learning disabilities
d. Physical handicaps
e. Visual impairments
f. Multiple handicaps
g. Early childhood (Sp.Ed.)
h. Generic
i. Other (specify)_
5.
Which training model (s) is the department using during
the
current academic year, 1974-75?
UG IN GR
a. Consultant teacher
b. Diagnostic teacher
c. Remedial teacher — —
—
d. Resource teacher
e. Itinerant teacher
f. Non-ca tegorical teacher
g. Special class teacher
h. Other (specify)
6. Please Indicate the number of credit hours per training 97
program required for undergraduates, inservice, and graduates.
•
* MR ED LD PH VI MH EC GEN OTHER
G b** b b 1 b b b b b b
a** a a a a a a a a
b b b b b b b b b
a ct a a a a a a a
R_ b b b b b b b
-
b
-
|
b
a la [_a a a a a I a a
**b~before 766, a=after 766
*refer to questions 112, and 114 for
horizontal categories labelled above
Part III: Inhibiting Factors in Program Development
1. Have the governance policies at your institution inhibited you
from initiating changes in training programs?
a
.
ye s
b . no
la. If yes, check all that apply (please feel free to elaborate)
a. program approval system
b. Course approval system
c. Other (specify)
2. How much effect has the lack of certification
requirements had
on your training programs? (please elaborate)
a. No effect
b. Little effect
c. . Moderate effect
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